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Remarks 

Claims 1 to 13 are pending. Claims 1, 4, 5, and 12 are amended. 
Claim Objections 

Claims 2, 4-5 and 12 are objected to. The Office Action asserts the following 
informalities are present. 

With respect to claim 2, line 2; claim 4, line 2; and claim 12, line 2, the Office Action 
asserts that "said drawer" lacks antecedent basis. In response, applicant points out that claim 2 
does not recite "said drawer," and respectfully asserts that no such informality exits with respect 
to claim 2. As to claim 4, it has been amended to recite "each of said drawers" which finds 
antecedent basis in claim 1 . Claim 12 has been amended to recite "a respective one of said 
drawers" which finds antecedent basis in claim 1 . Applicant submits that claims 4 and 12, as 
amended, include no informalities. 

With respect to claim 4, line 3; and claim 5, line 2, the Office Action asserts "cassette" 
lacks antecedent basis. These claims have been amended to recite "a respective one of said array 
of optical fiber splicing cassettes." Applicant submits that claims 4 and 5, as amended, include 
no informalities. 

With respect to claim 5, the Office Action asserts that "said connector" lacks antecedent 
basis. Claim 5 has been amended to recites "a respective one of said array of connectors." 
Applicant submits that claim 5, as amended, includes no informalities. 

In summary, Applicant submits the objection to claims 2, 4-5, and 12 has been overcome 
and should be withdrawn. 

§ 102 Rejections 

Claims 1-6 and 13 stand rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Cheeseman et al. (5,887,106). Independent claim 1 has been amended as follows: 

an array of fiber optic splicing cassettes mounted on a respective one of each of 
said drawers so as to permit each of said cassettes to extend out of said respective 
drawer while said drawer is in said first position . 
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An exemplary nonlimiting embodiment of such an arrangement is illustrated with respect to figure 
5 of the present application. Support for this amendment is found throughout the application, 
including the discussion on page 3, lines 1-17 and page 9, line 29 through page 10, line 10. 
Exemplary embodiments of cassettes that permit such an arrangement are illustrated with respect to 
figures 6-9. Advantages of such an arrangement are discussed throughout the application and 
include the ability to expose an individual cassette without having to move the drawer from a 
closed position to an open position. Nowhere does the Cheeseman reference show, teach, or 
suggest such an arrangement for the cassettes in the drawer. Instead, Cheeseman discloses cassettes 
that move about hinge 36 within the drawer. Therefore, applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 
as amended recites an invention not shown, taught, or suggested by the Cheeseman reference. 
Applicants therefore request the rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. Claims 2-6 and 13 depend from 
claim 1 and add further patentable elements to claim one. Therefore, these dependent claims 
should be allowable at least for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 . Accordingly, 
applicant respectfully request the rejection of claims 2-6 and 13 also be withdrawn. 

With respect to the characterization of the Cheeseman reference and of claims 1-6 and 13 in 
the Office Action, applicant submits those arguments are now moot in light of the amendment of 
claim 1, and reserve the right traverse the interpretation of Cheeseman and/or claims 1-6 and 13 
should that become necessary. 

The rejection of claims 1-6 and 13 under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Cheeseman et al. (5,887,106) has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

S 103 Rejections 

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheeseman et 

al. (5,887,106) in view of Barlow et al. (4,900,123). The Barlow reference is relied on for 

disclosing a drawer 28 that slides in and out of apparatus 2 by tracks 24 and 26. The Office 

Action asserts it would have been obvious to provide Cheeseman with tracks as taught by 

Barlow. Claim 7 depends from independent claim 1 which has been amended as follows: 

an array of fiber optic splicing cassettes mounted on a respective one of each of 
said drawers so as to permit each of said cassettes to extend out of said respective 
drawer while said drawer is in said first position . 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the combination and modification of the devices shown in the 
Cheeseman and Barlow references, even if assumed to be properly made for the sake of 
argument, is rendered moot in light of the amendment to claim 1. Cheeseman provides cassettes 
that pivot about hinge 36 in the drawer. Barlow includes cassettes bolted to a drawer that is 
enclosed at its front as shown in Fig. 6 of Barlow. These references, whether taken alone or in 
combination, do not show, teach or suggest the cassette and drawer arrangement recited in 
amended claim 1. 

The rejection of claim 7 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheeseman et 
al. (5,887,106) in view of Barlow et al. (4,900,123) has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 8-12 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheeseman 
et al (5,887,106) in view of Milanowski et al. (6,282,360). The Office Action asserts that 
Milanowski discloses an optical fiber organizer and cassettes 2 which are pivotally mounted in a 
support housing. Claim 8 depends from independent claim 1 which has been amended as 
follows: 

an array of fiber optic splicing cassettes mounted on a respective one of each of 
said drawers so as to permit each of said cassettes to extend out of said respective 
drawer while said drawer is in said first position . 

In contrast, nowhere does Milanowski suggests that its housing can be mounted in a 
drawer, or if such a modification was made that it would result in the combination recited in 
amended claim 1. In fact, the housing of Milanowski includes slideways 70 and 71 illustrated in 
figures 6 and 7. In column 7, lines 10-14, Milanowski explains that this arrangement defines a 
locking position for two superposed supports or organizers. Such a locking superposition teaches 
away from a combination or modification of either Cheeseman or Milanowski to arrive at the 
arrangement recited in amended claim one. Therefore, applicant submits that claim 8, which 
depends from claim 1, recites a combination not shown, taught are suggested by decided 
references, taken either alone or in combination. Claims 9-12 depend from claim 8 and add 
further patentable distinct elements to claim 8. Therefore, claims 9-12 should also be patentable 
at least for the same reasons discussed with respect to claim 8. 
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The rejection of claims 8-12 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cheeseman et al. (5,887,106) in view of Milanowski et al. (6,282,360) has been overcome and 
should be withdrawn. 

In summary, the rejections of claims 7 and 8-12 under 35 USC § 103(a) have been 
overcome and should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Allowance of claims 1-13, as amended, at an early date is solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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